Abstract. This paper tests the relationship between primacy and economic development for countries in Asia and the Americas. It tests explanations for primacy drawn from several social-science disciplines -demography, economics, geography, political science, and sociology. The study is one of the first to use panel-data estimators for the tests. Economic and domestic political variables are found to be important determinants of primacy. In particular, rent-seeking and dictatorial governments are associated with primacy, but the association exists independent of the level of economic development. The implication from dependency and world-system theories that current international economic interactions promote primacy is not supported. It also examines the hypothesis that primacy first increases and then decreases with GDP per capita.
Introduction
Urban primacy refers to a country's largest one or two cities being ''abnormally'' large (using an adverb from Jefferson's 1939 seminal study) relative to the country's next largest cities. In discussing urbanization and development Bairoch considers both absolute and relative dimensions; he says, ''Another direct consequence of the urban explosion is the great size of Third World cities. Today too great a proportion of the urban population lives in cities of excessive size . . .' ' (Bairoch 1988, 511) . He further argues that rapid urbanization and concentration in large cities are largely independent of economic forces and harmful to economic performance. Mills and Hamilton (1994) agree that excessive primacy and excessive urbanization can result if there are negative externalities associated with urban size. They caution, however, that positive externalities also exist, and that there is no presumption that primacy is excessive. Part of this controversy arises from disagreements about the source of urban primacy. If the concentration of population in large cities arises from the economic calculations of individual decision makers responding to economic incentives, this concentration is more likely to benefit the economy than if it arises from noneconomic forces.
Carroll (1982) finds three major classes of explanations of urban primacy in the literature -economic, political, and world systems (including international dependency and ecology approaches). The main purpose of this paper is to develop empirical evidence related to Carroll's three major classes of explanations. We empirically examine these explanations and find support for internal economic and political explanations of primacy, as it has developed in the postcolonial era in countries in Asia and the Americas. We find little support, however, for the world-systems explanations, or more generally, explanations based on external economic or political forces. In sharp contrast to previous studies, such as Mutlu (1989), we find that primacy increases with GDP per capita and two other development indicators-industrialization and education.
This paper extends the existing literature on the empirical determinants of urban primacy in at least four ways. First, it examines three primacy measures that incorporate information about the upper end of the size distribution of cities-the ratio of the size of the largest city to the size of the second largest city, the ratio of the size of the largest city to the next three largest cities, and the ratio of the size of the two largest cities to the size of the next two largest cities. Importantly, the results are robust with regard to the different primacy measures.
Second, the paper uses time-series, cross-section (panel) data. Its application of fixed-and random-effects estimators to panel data overcomes some statistical problems with cross-section studies. It also permits a cross-country comparison that is not possible with single-country studies, such as Alperovich's (1992) careful time-series study of urban concentration in Israel. Alperovich argues that a bell-shaped relation between concentration and development emerges in his study, and not in others, because the bell shape is a characteristic of individual countries over time, and not of a cross section. Thus, to capture important aspects of the relationship between primacy and development across countries, it is necessary to have time-series data for a cross-section of countries-panel data. The use of panel data and panel data techniques are important features of this study.
Third, we propose a simple economic model of primacy that permits a clear test of the proposition that primacy responds reasonably to economic considerations. The size of the estimated country effects in this model provides a measure of the degree of primacy. With this measure, we can say that adjusted for economic conditions, one country has more primacy than another, if it has a larger country effect. Although this does not provide the norm that Gilbert and Gugler (1992) say is missing from the primacy discussion, it does provide a measure of primacy differentials.
Fourth, an expansion of the basic economic model permits tests of additional economic, demographic, political, and other explanations of primacy. The social science literature on urban primacy and economic development is vast, spanning demography, economics, geography, history, political science, and sociology. We do not attempt to summarize or analyze this literature; instead, we summarize enough to motivate the empirical tests. (See, e.g., Alwosabi 1995; Carroll 1982; Gilbert and Gugler 1992; Mutlu 1989; Sheppard 1982) for extensive surveys.) For these additional tests, we take
